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Comment Response
Number
37-A Independent Utility of the Project- It has been determined in the initial

study that this segment of Route 101 between the Wilfred Avenue Interchange
and the Route 12 interchange is the primary connector between the cities of
Rohnert Park and Santa Rosa.  As such, it has independent utility within the
corridor and is projected to reduce existing traffic congestion, and future
congestion in the project area.

The Project Segment has Logical Termini - The Wilfred Avenue interchange
and the Route 12 Interchange are logical termini within the corridor.  Caltrans
highway operations analysis indicates that the segment between these two
interchanges is one of the most congested in the Sonoma County corridor.
Regardless of whether other projects are built within the corridor, this project will
improve traffic flows on this section of Route 101, especially during peak periods.

Because of the importance of this project in meeting local and state needs, SCTA
has identified this segment as the number one priority for the county’s
transportation improvement projects to be included in the STIP.  The RTP also
includes this project, among others in the Sonoma-Marin 101 Corridor.  Sonoma
County’s CMA, the SCTA, used the RTP to prioritize this project and program it
into the STIP.  Projects submitted for approval should be in both a plan and a
program.  This project is included in the STIP as a stand alone project; was
studied as such in the Initial Study/Environmental Assessment, and is subject to
project approval as such by the California Transportation Commission (CTC).

37-B The Initial Study Checklist reports the results of technical studies and
investigations undertaken by Caltrans to determine whether environmental
impacts from the proposed project could be potentially significant.  The term
“naked checklist” usually refers to a checklist that confines itself to “yes” or “no”
answers only.  CEQA requires an explanation of both the “yes” and “no”
responses to the checklist items.  Items answered in the original checklist were
explained in Section 5 Discussion of Potential Effects and Proposed
Mitigation Measures.  However, effective October 26, 1998, Caltrans became
subject to the 1998 CEQA Guideline Revisions. This resulted in the mandated
replacement of Appendix I (the old Initial Study Checklist) with a revised and
expanded Appendix G.  The new Environmental Checklist Form (See Table 4-3
Environmental Significance Checklist) has been reorganized and cross-
referenced to relate to existing environmental regulations.  Responses to the
checklist questions are also now ranked via four levels of significance rather than
the previous two.  As a result, although the conclusions drawn by the technical
studies have not changed, the questions used by the new checklist and the
degree to which environmental factors are characterized as potentially affecting
the project are now represented differently.  Whereas the previous checklist
required a yes or no answer to whether the impact was significant, the new
checklist’s use of multiple categories provides a refinement of analysis.
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Accompanying the change in the checklist is an attendant change in Section 5.
In many cases, additional information has been provided to adequately address
issues raised by the new Checklist.

 37-C Sonoma County Transportation Authority (SCTA) and MTC initiated a SONOMA
US 101 Variable Pricing Study in December 1995. While these variable priced
lanes are (commonly referred to as HOV/ Toll Lanes or “HOT Lanes” or express
carpool lanes), have been studied for this corridor, such a proposal is not
currently included among Sonoma County’s list of transportation priorities.
However, even thought there is no unified County interest in a pursuing the toll
lane project at this time, this does not preclude the installation HOV/Toll Lanes in
the future.  See Section 2.5.1 for further discussion of HOV/Toll Lanes.

37-D There were some cases that suggested that freeway travel times would actually
increase with the “Build” alternatives (See the shaded areas in Table 2-6.1).  To
address these discrepancies, Caltrans performed additional technical studies (for
more information see Appendix B) to determine why some of the “Build”
alternatives appear to perform more poorly than the “No-Build” alternative.  The
results of these studies revealed the following:

• The traffic model used to forecast future year traffic volumes assigned a
disproportionate amount of peak hour traffic to the freeway in the “Build”
alternatives than would be consistent with the resulting amount of
congestion.  If congestion and delays under this alternative occurred, many
motorists would have returned to the local arterial system, seeking a less
congested route.

• Greater delays occur on the on-ramps for the “No-Build” alternative than
with either of the widening alternatives.  Combining ramp delays with the
freeway delays shows that both the HOV +2 lane and Mixed-Flow lane
alternatives carry more traffic with less overall delay than the “No-Build”
alternative.

• Peak hour traffic performance outside of the study limits (North of River
Road and South of Route 116 in Cotati) for some combinations of study year
and alternatives were not accounted for in the original traffic studies.  When
additional studies were done to include all congestion related to locations
where traffic demand exceeded the capacity (bottlenecks), the HOV +2 Lane
alternative would carry more traffic (carpools and non-carpools) than any
other alternative and, in the majority of scenarios, have lower travel times
than the other alternative.

Overall, the results of additional traffic analyses indicate that either of the “Build”
alternatives would carry more traffic and, in general, have lower travel times
than the No-Build alternative.  Although travel times would be reduced in only
four of the eight scenarios analyzed for the Mixed-Flow lane alternative, the
increases for the remaining scenarios would be a maximum of 2 minutes (year
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2020 northbound A.M. scenario).  The HOV lane alternative would, in all but one
scenario, provide improved travel times for both carpools and non-carpools
compared to the No-Build alternative.  The HOV lane alternative would also
provide southbound carpools with added timesavings by allowing them to bypass
up to 7.3 minutes of congestion in the mixed-flow lanes between Route 12 and
the beginning of the freeway bottleneck section at Wilfred Avenue.  In addition,
the total number of vehicles the facility could handle would be increased in every
scenario analyzed for the “Build” Alternatives.

37-E Although this environmental document refers to the Wilfred Avenue to Hwy 12
section of 101, and not to the Sonoma 101 corridor as a whole, in accordance
with Federal and State mandates, cumulative impacts are being considered.
Deep Terrace Gravel Mining Pits are required to be at least 450 feet from the
Russian River banks.  It has been determined that pits located at this distance
from the river will not have a significant impact on the groundwater (Sonoma
County Aggregate Resources Management Plan and Program Environmental
Impact Report, 1994:8.4-2).  Additionally, all gravel mining activities along the
Russian River’s terrace deposits are monitored by the County, per the ARM Plan.
Every application made to the County by the two major gravel suppliers which
use the terrace mines of the Russian River has been found to have no effect
upon the river gradient or the aquifer (Ralph Locke Personal Communication
1998).

“Mining activities in the Russian River are subject to Sonoma County’s Aggregate
Resource Management Plan (“ARM Plan”), which is based, in part upon forecasts
of demand for aggregate materials.  There is no evidence that the vast quantities
of materials required by the Sonoma 101 Plan have been included in the demand
forecasts.

The ARM plan states “The County General Plan … included numerous policies
that affect aggregate operations” (1994:S-1).  The Sonoma County General Plan
states:

The County shall use the following policies applicable
to freeways:

CT-2m: Designate U.S. Highway 101 as a
freeway for its entire length in Sonoma
County.  Improve to freeway standards
as a high priority.
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CT-2n: Develop the planned additional travel
lanes on Highway 101 to allow for high
occupancy vehicles (HOV) and transit
use during peak commute periods

CT-2o: Consider new interchanges or
overpasses at the following intersections
with Highway 101: San Antonio Road,
Kastainia Road, Rainier Avenue, Old
Redwood Highway, railroad Avenue,
Corona Road, Bellevue Avenue, Wilson
Lane, and Arata Lane.  Provide
substantial improvements at the
following interchanges: Washington
Street, Wilfred Avenue, Hearn Avenue,
Todd Road, Airport Boulevard, Fulton
Road, and Windsor River Road (Sonoma
County General Plan, Circulation and
Transit Element, March 1989: 374-376).

This clearly asserts that the county General Plan has
forecasted improvements such at those of the current
study for Highway 101.  Additionally, the ARM Plan
recognizes Caltrans as a “responsible or trustee
[agency] with a relationship to the ARM Plan and
aggregate mining”(Sonoma County Aggregate Resource
Management Plan and Program Environmental Impact
Report 1994: 1-6) in Sonoma County.

The ARM Plan, based on the policies in the General
Plan, does therefore take into account aggregate needs
such as the current study would require.

37-F The current project has minimum impacts upon community facilities.  The only
facility affected for this project is South Davis Park and a temporary use
agreement has been approved for this location. The locales mentioned in this
comment (Prince Memorial Greenway, Santa Rosa Farmers Market, Historic
Railroad Square District) lie within the proposed project to widen Route 101
between Route 12 and Steele Lane.  All such impacts will be studied and disclosed
in an environmental document for that project.

37-G Caltrans addresses the impacts of highway projects on air quality in accordance
with the following legislation: the Clean Air Act and its Amendments, the EPA
Final Regulations (August 1997), NEPA and CEQA.  Additionally, the San
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Francisco Bay Area Air Basin has been designated as a maintenance area for
Carbon Monoxide  (CO) and a non-attainment area for ozone and PM10 (state
standard)  PM10 is unclassified  for the Federal standard.  The air quality utilizes a
new protocol developed jointly by Caltrans and the University of California, Davis
Institute of Transportation.  The EPA approved its use in the Bay Area.

FHWA determined that both the 1992-1997 Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) and the corresponding 1995 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)
conform to the Transportation Conformity Rule as amended by the EPA in
January 1998.  The project is included in the 1998 conforming Regional
Transportation Plan and Regional Transportation Improvement Program, and the
design concept and scope proposed are essentially the same as the design scope
and concept in the RTP and RTIP listings.  All applicable Transportation Control
Measures are included in this project.

MTC’s Air Quality analysis of the RTP and TIP analyzes all proposed projects and
has determined that they conform to the State Implementation Plan.

The Air Quality Impact Report (AQIR) addresses the air quality impact of the
proposed project only.  The AQIR has determined that this project will not
significantly impact the environment.  Any future widening in this corridor will be
addressed by future air quality studies.  We anticipate that future widening
projects in this corridor will meet air quality standards as well since other heavily
congested corridors have met the same standards.  An example of a heavily
congested area where air quality meets acceptable standards is the Interstate 80
corridor.

37-H Please see responses to 37-A through 37-G.  The proposed project will not
substantially degrade the quality of the environment.  Project design has been
undertaken in consultation with federal and state resource agencies, the public,
and local, state and federal transportation agencies to ensure adequate
coordination and minimization of project impacts.


